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The Pills. - 


HE Vindicator of the deprived Biſhops ha- 

ving charged our Church with Schiſm and 
Hereſie for accepting of other Biſhops in the room of 
thoſe lately depriv'd ; Dr. Hody undertook to clear it 
of that Imputation, by proving from the Practice of 
: the Catholick Church, the Lawtulnels of acknowledg- 
/ img the Biſhops mn Polleſſion even upon the Suppoliti- 
on of the Invalidity of the others Deprivation ; and 
another Author undertook the Defence of the Church, 
by proving the Deprivation Yalid. Theſe two Dil- 
courles drew from the Vindicator a Defence of his 
Vindication, which having been for fome time ſup- 
preſs'd by the Government, at laſt ſtole abroad, and 
hath been refleted on, ſo far as the Doftor is con- 
cern'd in it, by one who is pleaſed to ſtile himſelf the 
DoFor's Second. Had the ſame Worthy Perſon vouch- 
ſafed to have ſeconded the, other Author too, whom 
the Vindicator hath thought fit to beſtow as great a 
part of his Book upon, as upon the DoFtor, be had hap- 
pily anticipated the Attempts of a weaker Pen z but 
fince he hath left the Defence of the Church to ſhift 
for it ſelf, the Author of it is forced to accept of a 


meaner Second. 


A3 Let 


E T the READER obſerve, that where 

Reference is made to Sefions only without 
any farther Direction, He is there refer'd to the 
Defence of the Vindication. 
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HAT Opinion the Vmidicator of the depri- 
WW, ved Biſhops hath of the Abilities of either 

dw / Dr. Hody, or the Author of the Defence of the 
&K Church of England, He himſelf beſt knows ; 
iQ it ſeems he thought neither of them contemp- 
g tible, when he beſtow'd ſo much pains in 
anſwering, T ſhould have ſaid endeawvouring to 
anſwer, the leaf and meaneſ# of them. I 
wiſh he had as good an Opinion of their Sincerity and Honeſty : 
This I perceive He very much queſtions ; alcho' he hath been 
acquainted with the Doftor long enough to have conceived bet- 
ter of him ; and as for the Author of the Defence, I can aſſure 
him that all che Temporal Interefts he hath, or ever hopeth to have, 
in the” Chrrch, are ſo mean, that He is as free even from all 
Temptation to partiality in this Matter as the Vmdicator himſelf. 
However, it is no wonder They ſhould undergo the ſame Cen- 
ſure with the whole Church, which the Vandicator vilifies as if it 
had-regarded nothing in all this eranſaQtion, but Worldly Conſe 
derations and Carnal Inereſ?s. I muſt confeſs indeed that He hach 
at the ſame time taken care to juſt it, by producing ſuch A4r- 
guments againſt it as do abundantly diſcover the Unrea/onablene(s 
of his Accu/ation 5 and I am very confident that the Church needs 
no other Apology to the Vindicator himſelf than his own impartial 
Examination of the two Books He himſelf hath wrote againſt 
her. But becauſe this is not to be expected from him, labouring 
under fo great prejudice: as he doth, without ſome Afliſtance ; I 
ſhall lend him all che help I can, Le diſcover to him, if _ 
A 


(2) 
ble, the Inconcluſivenes of his Arguments, fo far at leaſt as the 


Author of the Defence of the Church, &c. is engaged in this Cauſe. 
And in order thereto, I ſhall enquire, 


I. Whether the Church, in allowing the Yalidity of the late 
Deprivatien, hath departed from her Ancient Principles ? 


And, 


II. Whether ſuch an Allowance be ſubject to thoſe Ircon- 
weniences Wherewith the Yindicator chargeth it ? 


The ff of theſe Enquiries will diſcover to us whether the 
Church have direted her Practice as to the Matter in diſpute by 
Maxims of Religion or worldly Policy. The ſecond will give us oc- _ 
caſion to examine the Reaſonings of the Vindicator, and the 
Exceptions he hath made to the Defence of the Church. 


I. Whether the Church, in allowing the 7/alidity of the late 

Deprivation, hath departed from her Ancient Principles 2 And 

here we muſt look no farther back than to the Reign of Queen 

* The Do- Elizabeth. For the Vindicator hath already * excepted againſt the 
_=_ -w =_ _ of Henry the Eighth, and Edward the Sixth; and that 
Encland con. 12 fuch a manner, that the whole World may ſee He regards 
cerning the No Intereſt, how Sacred ſoever, when it ſtands in Competition 
Independency with that of his Cauſe. To begin therefore with Queen El;- 
of the Clergy 2 ,þ-:h's Reign, the Times of a Supremacy, even by his own 
—_— > <4 confeflion, tolerable. And what opinion the Church then had 
Se. VIL Of a Lay-deprivation, may hence appear, wiz. That that Princeſs 
deprived moſt of the Biſhops by her own Authority, and the Church 

accepted of new ones in their ſtead. I know the YVmdicater is 

& Seft. ready to anſwer me, That f !b# Deprivation was of Temporals 
' only ; for the Popiſh Biſhops were not own'd for Biſhops by the Prote- 
ſtants, even before the Deprivation ; and therefore the Proteſtants 0w- 

ing them no Duty in Conſcience, their Sees were already, before the 

Deprivation, wacant in Conſcience ; and conſequently the Queen could 

7or deprive them of that Authority in Spirituals which they were not 

poſſeſs d of. And will the Vindicator ftand by this Anfwer ? Yes. 

certainly ; for it is his own. Let me then ask him, Were the. 

Proteſtants ever ſubjet to the Popiſh Biſhops with regard to Con- 

fcience? He confefſerth they were before they turn'd' Prote- 

ſ[tants. 


(3) 
ftants. Did their turning Proteftarts exempt them from that Sub- 
fjettion they ow'd before? If he faith ic did;t I defire him to 
ſhew me, how Freedom from S»bjeFion to our Superiors comes to 
be a part of the Proreſtant Religion. Again, *Hf the Popiſh Bi- 
ſhops were not Biſhops of the Proteſtants, before the Deprivation, 
with regard to Conſcience ; 
no Biſhops, no Altars ; it no Altars, no Sacraments ; if no Sacra- 
ments, No Religion. Let him deny this Reeſoning if he think fit. 
Farther yet, If the Popiſh Biſhops had no Spiritual Authority over 
the Proteſtants within their Diſtri&s, before the Deprivation ; they 
muſt have loſt it either by ſome 44 of their own, or by ſome 
Att of the Proteſtants, They loſt it not by any A# of their 
own, for they never renownced it. They mult have loſt it then 


by ſome A#& of the Proteſtants ; that is, by the Proteſtants diſown- ” 


ing it, Let him grant me this, and there's an End of all Dif- 
putes concerning the Validity of a Lay-deprivation. But after all, 
the Truth of the Matter is this :#The Popiſh Biſhops were Biſhops, 
even of the Proteſtants, to all intents and purpoſes, till the Queen 
had deprived them; and- the Validity of her Deprivation de- 
pended upon that Right which ſhe, as Supreme Magiftrate, was 
inveſted with to make Laws, to impoſe Oaths, for the ſecurin 
her Government, and to inflict the puniſhment preſcribed by thoſe 
Law: on the Diſobedient. Thus ft Dr. Hammond accounts for 
it; and ler any Man judge whether this Account be not more 
rea/onable than that of the Vmdicator. 

The Validity therefore of a Regal Deprivation of Biſhops was 
ſufficiently own'd by the Church in Queen Elizabeth's Reign. 
Let us deſcend to King Fames the Firſt'ss And here we have 
the ſecond Canon of the Year 1603, attributing to our Kings 
the very ſame Authority in Cau'es Eccle(iaftical, that the Godly Kings 
had among the few, and Chriftian EmPnerours in the Primitive 
Church. Pur the YVimdicator replies, That this Authority did ne- 
ver extend to the Deprivation of Prieſts and Biſhops: How fo ? 
why, becauſe the 37th Article mentions no fuch thing: But 
doth that Article deny it ? No ; but, on the contrary, aflerrs 
that it always was the Preregative of Godly Princes to Rule all 
Eſtates and Degrees, whether Eccleſiaſtical or Temporal, and re- 
rain with the Civ! Sword the {tubborn and evil-doers. Now 
to rule all Eſtates, and to refrain with the Civil Sword, are very 
 comprehenliive words, and may imply an Authority to deprive 
Þ 2 Biſboy;, 


The Proteſtants had no Biſhops ; if 
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\i4) 
Biſhops, and were, no doubt, underſtood fo to do, when the 
Article was framed in the Reign of a Prince, who had ſo no- 
eoriouſly exerciſed ſuch an Aurbority. But what an Argument 
is here? The Article doth not mention any Authority to de- 
prive Biſhops, therefore the Cann doth not mean jt; no, tho? 
its Expreſſions be never ſo full and comprehenſive of it. Well, 
but what Opinion had the Diwines of thoſe Times of the Power of 
the Fewiſh Kings, and conſequently of our own, in this matter ? 
 'That Eccleſiaſtical Perſons are /ubjeft ro Temporal Governors, 
© and are to be judged by their Laws, the Scriptures ſpeak plain- 
« ly. Let every Soul be ſubjef# to the higher powers, Rom. 13. 
« Ergo, Biſhops, yea the Pope himſelf. Solomon removed Abias 
« thar, and put in Sadoc. Thus Dr. Willet. Synopſis Papiſmi. 
Controv. 7. Queſt. xz. Did I live among” Books, I might over- 
whelm- the Vindicator with Authorities that are expreſs to the *' 
ſame purpoſe. But what need is there of a multitude, when 
that oe mention'd in the Title-page of the Defence of the Church, 
might be ſufficient to conclude any reaſonable Man ? I mean 
that of the great Biſhop Andrews, who enumerating the parti- 
cular Rights of the King's Supremacy, expreſsly mentions the 


I iy #9 / Power of Deprivation, about which we are contending. Abia- 
NA 3 
"£4 FA  -  thar ipſum;t fi ita meruit, Pontificatu abdicandi. This excellent 


Perſon was capable certainly of underſtanding the ſenſe and 
import of the two firſt Canons, eſpecially when He himſelf fate 
in the Convocation, and might have a very great hand in com- 
piling the whole Book. 


[ / Apr; jv : To come lower yet, 5. e. to the Reign of King Charles the 


Firſt. And here Mr. Thorndike, a Man that well underſtood, 
and zealouſly afſferted the Righrs of the Church, will tell him, that, 
* No Man, by being of the Clergy, can be privileged againſt 
« the Secular Power, or againſt thoſe Laws which are the As 
« of it; and that the Example of Abiatbar, High Prieſt, re- 


* moved from his Office by Solomon, is an effeftual Argument 


« to this purpoſe. | Righrs of the Church, p. 266.] And again, 
* If thoſe whom the Power of the Church is truſted with, ſhall 
© hinder the reſtoring of ſuch Laws, viz, Laws of the Goſpel, 
« the Secular Power may and ought, by way of penalty to ſuch 
&« perſons, to ſuppreſ{ their Power, that ſo it may be committed 
* to ſuch as arc willing to ſubmit to the ſuperior Ordinance 


© of our Lord and his Apollles. 1b. pag. 274, 278. 
© Belidzs 


(5) 


<«« Beſides the manifold Reaſons and Authors that might be al- 
© ledg'd herein, wiz. the Magiſtrate's Power over the Clergy, 
© we have abundance of Examples that do confirm this Truth, 
© as Solomon depoſing Abiathar, &c, | Dr. Williams, The True 
Church, Lib.6. Cap. 1.] The Vindicator cannot be ignorant of 
theſe, and many more ſuch Authorities as theſe, which might 
be produced to the ſame purpoſe ; The Authority of Biſhop An- 
drews eſpecially, which being placed in the very Tirle-page of 
the Defence of the Church, &c. could not poflibly eſcape his 
Ob/ervation. But what faich he to them 2 Why, he acknow- 
ledges indeed that * there bawe been thoſe who from the Caſe of * DoQtrine of 
Abiathar bawve inferred the deprivableneſs of the Epiſcopal Power by *he Church, 
the Lay-Magiſtrate ; but yet there is no reaſon to believe that ever our Oc. oe. 
Church intended to exclude al ſuch from her Communion, who could 
not come up to the heights of the/e private Opinators, I believe in- 
deed that the Church intended to exclude as few as poflible from 
her Communion ; but had our Vimdicator been alive, and publiſh'd 
his private Opinions, which he calls the Do#rine of the Church, 
concerning the King's Supremacy, at the ſame time She publiſh'd 
her Canons, I am apt to think he would have hardly eſcaped 
her Cenſur e. But to let that paſs ; We have here another taſt 
of his Reſfpef# to the Doors and Fathers of our Church ;5 which 
we may perceive is not confined to the Times of Henry the 
Eighth and Edward the Sixth, when Biſhop Andrews, to men- 
tion no other, that great Light of the Chriſtian World, is \et aſide 
by him with the CharaRter of an high-flown private Opinator. He 
ſpares no body I ſee ; however, I will give him an Authority or 
two more, and let him CharaFerize them too if he pleaſes. 
What thinks he then of King Charles the Firſt, who by his own 
Authority ſuſpended Archbiſhop Abbot ? Why, He replies, that 
+ Princes do many things upon Exigencies of State, which even + Doftrine of 
themſelves do not approve : Very modeſtly ſaid. But I always the Church, 
took King Charles the Firſt for a very good Man, and one that —— 
acted upon Principles ; and beſides, He was under no ſuch preſ- : 
ſing Exigencies as to that Suſpenſion, but he might have very ſafely 
forborn it, had it been any force upon his Conſcience. What 
thinks he farther of the five Biſhops, who, in accepting the 
King's Commiſſion to execute Archiepiſcopal Juriſdiction durin 
the Suſpenſion, openly profels'd the Validity of it? Did not thete 
| at upon Principles neither? One of them I am ſure did, and 
He 
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Regal Deprigations of Biſhops, be indeed the Defrive of the Church 
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He too, no Betrayer of the Rights of the Church, I mean Biſhop 
Laud, that Cyprianus Arglicus, a Name dear to our Vindicator, 
if any be, who thus declared his Senr/ments, as to the matter in 
hand, in the Face of the whole World. " Laſtly, The pinch of 
© this Charge is, That I faid, I received my Furiſdittion from 
© God and from Chbrif, contrary to an Ac of Parliament which 
© ſays, Biſhops derive their Furiſdittion from the King. That 
© Statute ſpeaks plainly of 7 uriſdiftion im Foro contentioſo, and pla- 
& ces of Fudicature, and no other. And all this forinſecal Furif- 
«© dittion, T and all Biſhops in England derive from the Crown, 
</Bur my Order, my Calimg, my Furiſdiftion in Foro Conſcien- 
* tiz, that is from God, and from Chriſt, and by Divine and 
&« Apoſtolical Right. And of this Furi/4i&on I then ſpake ( if I 
* named Furi/dition at all, and not my Calling in general), 
« for I then fate in the High-commiſſio, and did exerciſe the 
« the former Furi/di#iom under the Broad Seal, and could not 


_< be fo ſimple to deny the Power by which I then fate. Be- 


& ſides, the Canons of the Church of England, to which I have 
&« ſuſcribed, are plain for it. Thus far the Vmaicator is pleaſed ; 
but let him obſerve what follows. © Nay farther: The Uſe 
© and Exerciſe of my Furi/diftion in Foro Conſcientie, may not 
& be but by the Leave and Power of the King within his Domi- 
© wions. A. B. Laud's Hiſtory of his Troubles, pag. 309. 

I ſhall produce but one Authority more, which brings the De- 
&rine of the Church down yet nearer to our Times, and I have 
done, and that ſhall be of Archbiſhop Bramball, who in his 
Anſwer to Mr. De 12 Militiere, thus expreſſeth himfelf : © This 
*& Power the Chriſtian Emperers of old aſſumed unto themſelves, 
* to convocate Synods, to preſide in Synods, to confirm Synods, 
* to eftabliſh Eccleſiaſtical Laws, to receive Appeals, to nominate 
*© Biſhops, to eje# Biſhops, to /uppreſs Hereſies, to compoſe Eccle- 
&* fiaftical differences, in Cuuncils, out of Councils, by themſelryes, 


 «& by their Delegates: All which is as clear in the Hiſtory of the 


& Church, as if it were written with a Beam of the Sum. This 
« Power the Ancient Kings of Englznd ever exerciſed, not 
© only before the Reformation, but before the Norman Ceon- 


* gueſt, 8c. 


And now if the Independ:ncy of the Clergy on the Secular Power, 
as the Vmdicator hath ſtated it, that is, fo as to invalidate all 


of 


(73 


of England ; what anpardonable [pnorance was it in ſuch Men as 
Laud, and Bramball, and Andrews, &c. that they ſhould know 
nothing of it? and how infinitely is this, hitherto poor deluded 
Church, obliged to the YVindicator for making the Diſcovery, and 
endeceiving her * What a Prodigy is here? that the Independency 
of the Clergy ſhould be a Do&rine, nay even a Fundamental Do- 
Frine of the Church for ſo many Ages together, and She all the 
while know nothing of it? I muſt confeſs that I am aſto- 
niſh'd at this ivgnxs, tho' it be none of my own. But hold ; I 
am miſtaken ; The Ymdicator is of one Church of England, and 
we of another : He doth not ſay that the I»dependency of the 
Clergy is the De&rine of our Church, viz. the ſame which Laud 
and Andrews were of ; but of his own : And here I muſt grant 
that He is in the Right; Ir is undoubtedly a Dof#rine of his 
Church, and a Fundamental one too. But my buſindls was to 
enquire into the Dor ine of the 0/4 Charch of England, and that 
appears to be, by the greateſt Aurhoricies in it, for the Validity 
of Repal Deprivations ; and until thoſe Authorities be diſproved, 
or confronted with better, it is but fit that the Yindicator and his. 
Party ſhould be accounted as the only private Opinators, And 
in the mean time, it is manifeſt that the Church, ( our Church 
I mean, for I know no other in England that deſerves that 
name) in allowing the Yalidiry of the late Deprivstion, hatts 
acted conſitently with herſelf, and according to her ancient Prin- 
ciples; therefore, not by worldly conſiderations, not by carnal 
intereſts. But after all, the Church of England is not infallible, 


Errers in this Point 3 but He ought to prove it one firſt, Whe- 
ther any thing He hath yet faid be ſufficient to prove it ſuch, 
will appear from our ſecond Enquiry, viz. 

IT. Whether the Alowance of the Validity of the late Depri- 
wation be ſubjet to thoſe Inconveniencies wherewith the YVindica- 
tor Chargeth it 2 And here I ſhall not diſſemble any thing of 
force that He hath produced againſt it; tho* I do not deſign 
to run out into ſo many words as He hath done. I love Bre- 
wity; and if for the ſake of that I ſhall examine his Arguments 
in another Metbod than He hath propoſed them, I hope He 
will pardon me, ſo !ong as I do him no wrong in either mi/- 


repre/enting, Or omitting any thing He hath ſaid to the purpoſe. 
The: 


and therefore may be deceived : That is true indeed, and * the * Doftrine of 


Vindicator is very importunate with her to acknowledge her _ 


(8) 


The firſt ObjeFion againſt the Validity of the Deprivation is 

this, vis. Thats I ſubjetts the Sacerdotal Office to the Regal ; the 

More noble to rhat which # leſs 5, In proſecution of this Argu- 

Defence of ment, the indicator ſpends eight Sefions; wherein having ad- 
the Vindica= vanced the Aaronical Prieſthood to the highelt pitch imaginable, 
tion, Se. 31, and anointed it with an Union much greater and holier than the 
; op > $4 Regal, nay, made it even the Original from whence the Regal « 
+49" derived; He at laſt applies all this to our preſent Caſe, and 
poſitively affirms our Biſhops to be properly Prieſts, and that of a 

more noble Order too than the Aaronical, even the Order of 
Melchizedek, Well! but how proves he this Dignity of the 

Prieſt hood above the Royal Power ? even by Bellarmine's own Ar- 

gument, viz. from the End and Deſign of each Office. He ſhews 

you the Prie/thood to be available to a future and eternal State ; 

whereas the Office of a King extends no farther than this life. 

I defire my Reader to conſult the Vindicator's own Book ; for 

otherwiſe he may ſuſpe&t me of calumniating him, as if I fa- 

ther'd an Argument upon him which he ought to be aſham'd of. 

But I hope the Yindicator himſelf doth not expe& a formal An- 

ſwer to {ch an ObjeFion as this : He is not certainly to learn 


= Fad 


Hel hed be deprived by them ; then this Propoſition, vizfFhbe King hath 


© ent) & 70 power to ſilence or deprive any Miniſter, becauſe every Miniſter, in 
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Barml:f8 Propoſition : But whether it be fo or not, let the Yin- 


dicator conſult his worthy Friend Dr. Hicks, v. Dr. Hicks's Ser- 
mon on fan. 30. 1683. pag. 20. 


Obj. 2. A Lay-deprivation of _ is an Iwaſion of Spiri- Defence of the 
+ The Author of the De- Mz zo 


fence of the Church, 4 had deny'd any Invaſion to have been ** 
+ Defence of 
the Church, 


pag. 10, 


tual Rights, and therefore is inwval: 


made upon the purely ſpiritual Power of the Deprived Bſhops. 
This the Vindicator wonders at as a ſtrange piece of Confidence, 
and, after ſeveral flouriſh:s comes, cloſe upon him with a terri- 
ble Dilemma. If the preſumed Magiſtrate has not invaded the Spi- 
ritual Diſtricts of our Fathers, then the Intruders are Schiſmaticks, &Cc. 


Tae hold, Sir: how 1 Pray Comes the purely ſpiritual Power of + lr cou tt 


an to be turn'd into firitual Diſtrifts ? Had not that Author 
told you, that he look'd upon nothing as purely firitual in Bi- 
ſhops, but that Chara#er which they received immediately by 
the Impeſition of Hands ? That that Charater was one thing, the 
Relation to a particular Diſfric# another 3 that the, one was in- 
wviolable by the Secular Magiſtrate, but the other not ſo? It is a 
ſtrange thing that a Man of ſuch Abilities cannot apprehend 
this. I will give it him in Latin out of the Learned Petrus de 
Marca, De Concord. 1. 4. cap. 1. par. 6. Canonibus fattam in- 
juriam ins pens Principes ulciſcebantur, que legibus irrogate erant, 
nempe expulſione i ſede. Deturbationem enim ilam, que va- 
cantem Eeccleſiam redderet, ſui arbitrii eſſe putabant 3 non autem 
degradationem wel dejeftionem ab Epiſcopali dignitate, que 
erat pzna mere Eccleſiaſtica. It is by this time, I hope, plain 
enough. And now [I ſhall take my turn to ſhew him how I 


f. EM 
could argue, if I were ſo minded.-FIf a Biſhop's Right to his / 7 / 4 & [ 


See be no purely firitual Right, then He is deprivable of ic by 
the Civil Magiſtrate ; and when fo deprived, his See is vacant : 
A Biſhop duly conſecrated and elefed into a Vacant See, is a true 
Catholick Biſhop ; they that refuſe Communion with a true Catho- 
lick Biſhop are Schiſmaticks ; and, if they do it upon Principles, 
are Hereticks, 1 leave the Vindicator to put it into due form, 
and to apply it. But, 


Obj. 3. To allow the Prince even this power of d:ſolving 
the Relation of a Biſhyp to his Difrif, is to put it in his power 


to deſtroy the Church whenſocver he pleaſes. Becauſe the Church Sec. LV. 
C 


cannot 


o 
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catinot ſubſiſt as a Body without Di/rifs, they being abſolutely 
neceſſary for making the Churches Cen/ures, as ſettled by our 
Lord and his Apoſtles prafticable. The allowing therefore -the 
Heathen perſecuting. Magiſtrates a power of diſſclumg the Relation 
of all the Biſhops of their Deminions to particular Diſtrifs, had 
perfectly diſſolved all particular Churches, as Bodies, when the 
Magiſtrate was pleaſed to diſſolve them, and therefore cannot be 
agreeable to the deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, who intended 
to perpetuate Churches, as Bodtes, independent on the Staze, This 
is the ſumm of his Argument in all its force ; but yet a miſera- 

| Ei ble weak one it is, being made up of ſome things utterly fal*, 

La 0 — and others. no:bing to the purpoſe. +That the Church cannot ſub- 

WO fie 1_ fit as a Body without Diſtricts, is falſe 5 for it did actually /«b- 

ber IT, fit without them, and when there was not ſo much as one 

=... 2 wrle Biſpop with reſtraint in the whole World. And that was in the 
| Jani, V | 

| ; ted days of the Apeſt les, who were all Biſhops at large, and executed 

l/ab Fpiſcopal Furi/difion whereloever they came. It was indeed 

|}. Ae quickly found convenient that the Church ſhould be cantorn'd in- 
#% to Diſfrifs, and that Biſhops ſhould confine the Exerciſe of their 
Power within certain limits 3 but yet the Epiſcopal Power is of 
+: PY its own nature extenſive, and the proper ats of it obhgatory, 
=" los A throughout the whole Carholick Church. A Man juſtly ex- 
| communicated by his Biſhop, is excommunicated all the World over, 
whether any body elfe think fit to rarify the ſentence or no. 

Defence ofthe So vain are the Vindicator's pretences, that ©& the Right which 

Vindication, © Biſhops have to oblige the whole Catholick Church is grounded 

pag. 81; © on the commerce of Communicatory Letters, and the commen 

& zntereſt of all to ratify the Acts of particular Diſtricts ; and 
© that the Exerciſe of Epiſcopacy, as Catholick, is grounded on 
| © the Right each Biſhop hath to a particular Diſtrict. The 
diviſicn of the Church into Diſtrif#s was no more the Or:igina/ 
deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, than the diviſion of Diſtrifts 

' into Pariſhes, However, the Church had confeſſedly a Righr 

thus to ſettle Difri&s, as it had to do many other things, for 

| its own Edification, even without the Conſent of the Secular Ma- 
giſfrate, For God hath granted the Magifrare no Power for 

D:/truftion, nor do we allow him any for that end. And 

therefore all the Vindicator's Out-cries againſt aowing an Hca- 

then perſecuting Magiſtrate a power of depriving all the Biſhops 
in his Dominions, are nothing to the purpoſe. Muſt good Ma- 
giſtrares 
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giſtrater be allow'd no power but ſuch as #I ones ſhall not be 
able to abuſe? Believe me, they muſt be allow'd very litcle 
then: Their Supremacy in Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes ſhall not extend 
to the very leaſt circumſtance of Religions Wirſhip 3 no, not fo far 
as to determine the times of publick Prayer, or the habits, or pc- 


cator's Argument be good, that Frmces muſt not be allow'd the 
Power of Deprivation, becauſe then they may deltroy the whole 
Order of Biſhops whenſoever chey pleaſe ;rhen this argument 
is good alſo, that neither are they to be allow'd any authority 
in the Circumſtances of Religions Worſhip, leſt they ſhould forbid 
all, and fo publick Worſhip, at their pleaſure, ceaſe. But I won- 
der at the Vindicator, that, among all the bold ſtrokes he hath 
offer'd at, he hath not openly pleaded for the Exemption of the 
Perſons, as well as the Rights, of Biſhops from the Power of the 
Civil Magiſtrate, He gave a ſhrewd Hint at it Set. XXXIX, 
and again Set. XLIX, where he ſaith, Hf the Sacrednef of 
© the Lewitical Prieſthood was thought ſufficient to awe all Con- 
&« [cientions Magiſtrates from offering any thing that might look 
| & like Violence to ſuch holy perſons ; a greater Sacrednef of our 
&« Prieſthood now, ought in reaſon more to awe the Magiftrate 
" ©@& gow under the Goſpel-Diſpen/ation. This is pretty plain. 
But if he had not encouragement enough to ſpeak out, barely 
from the /uper-eminent Sacredneſs of the Epiſcopal Office above 
the Regal; yet methinks he need not have minced the mat- 
ter when he inſiſted upon the Argument I am now contidering. 
'or had he not as much reaſon to ſay, that to ſubje# the 
Lives of Biſhops to the Power of the Secular gp, IS perni- 
cions to the Church, as he had to ſay that to ſubjc& their Rights 
is ſo? For may not an Heathen perſecuting Magiſtrate give as 
fatal a Blow to the Church, by cutting off the Head! of all the 
Biſhops in his Dominions, as by depriving them of their Sees ? 
Yes ; but the preſent caſe did not require his carrying the Ar- 
gument ſo far; and beſides, the Popery of it was too too mani- 
feſt. Very well ; but the Argument will go fo far, whether 
He think fit to carry it ſo far or no: It will privilege the Per- 
ſons of Biſhops as well as their Rights; It will conclude for both, 
or for neither: And therefore let him either own both the 
Concluſions, or rejefF the Argument. 


C 2 Again, 


ftures, or places wherein it ſhall be perform'd. +For if the Vindi- # _ —_ 


# ko, 
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© 6c s Again, 7 The Vindicator is miſtaken in ſaying that it was the 
7 3 deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles to perpetuate Churches, as Bodies, 
VER © independent on the State, Churches were indeed d:/jpn'd by God 
tA Cauchy *© be ſo far independ.nt on States, as to be able to /ub/i® of 
| pl c1emſelves, tho' Srares ſhould ſeek their ruine : But the primary 
le deſign of Chrit was to unite the Intereſts of both, and to join 
gt* « both Churches and States into one and the ſame Society. For 
Thorndike's * God declarirg bis Will of bringing States to Chriſtianity, declareth 
—_— : by conſequence that He calleth them to the ſame ves in matters 
Church , of Religion, which we know was exerciſed by the Kings of his ancient 
». CLVIL people, This Union of Church and State into one Society was 
maintain'd by A. B. Whitgift and Mr. Hooker againſt both Pa- 

piſts and Puritans in defence of the Civil Magiſtrate's Power in 

Ecclefiaſtical Aﬀairs 5 and by this alone the Vindicator might un- 

derſtand whoſe Cau/e he is engaged in, if he would but con- 

ſider from whom it is that he borrows his weapons, But with 

theſe Great Men of our Church, long ſince dead, falls in ex- 

atly one of the greateſt Men now living, I mean the admirable 


{Inrroduft. pad, + who thus ſpeaks : 


{k&R. 11, 


Ys 
. 
>] 


* Becauſe the firſt Chriſtians were obliged, when the Magi- 
* ſtrates failed in their Duty, to regulate and conſtitute a 
*© Church-Government among themſelves, this hath occaſion'd 
© the Riſe of ſeveral Errors, which are of no ſmall conſe- 
* quence. For ſome have from thence endeavour'd to make 
© this Inference, That the People, as they ſtand in oppoſition to 
* the Sovereignty, have an original and inberent Right to ele&# 
© Church-Miniſters. = Some alſo have been endeavouring to 
* draw from thence this Concluſion, viz. That the outward 
© Church-Government is ſeparate and diſtin& from the Supreme 
* Civil Power, and that it ought to be adminiſtred either by 
* the whole Clergy, or elſe to depend abſolutely on one ſingle 
« perſon of the Clergy; ſo that, according to this Suppoſitton, 
« there muſt be in each Chriftian State two diſtinct Bodies inde- 
| ” &« pendent of one another;Fone of which muſt be call'd the Eccle/i- 
PAW VHFC- &« aftick (Eccleſia), the other the Politick State (Civitas), and each 
- Kean Jef & of chem to be ſovereign in its Government. 
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By this Union of Church and State, no body ever deſign'd 
to confound the Notions of them. Theſe ever were, and ever 
will be difin#. And this diffimt:on 15 all that the Vindicator's 
proof amounts to Se. LVIII. but he ought to have proved 
them fo d:/tiz# as (in Mr. Heoker's words ) to remain by per- 
ſonal [ubſiſtence divided from each other in a Chriſtian Common- 
wealth, It is this diſtin&in alone that can ſtand him in any 
ſtead, and this is the diftinios which, in oppoſition to 


Mr. Hooker, it yet lies upon him to prove. As for the Author Se&. LVI. 


of rhe Defence of the Church, He apply'd the Union of Church and 
State into one Society to as much purpoſe as He deſired, wiz. to 
overthrow the Ymdicator's Argument, which was buile wpon 
the falſe Suppoſition of their being difin#. And as for what 
is farther required of him, he ſays this only in ſhort, That it 
is not the calling the juſt Atts of a legal Supremacy by bard 
Names, which will either diveſ# a Prince of his Power, or juſtify 
any Man in his Di/obedience. But yet I muſt confeſs that this 
ſhort Anſwer doth not reach all the Enquiries the Vindicator 
hath propoſed in that Se&tion 5 particularly this : Suppoſing 
the Church and State united into one Society, why muſt this Union 
be rather under the Secular, than under the Spiritual, common Mo- 
narch ? This is a ſtrange Queſtion for any Man to ask that 
hath read the thirteenth Chapter to the Romans, But I will 
venture to give him a peculiar Reaſon for it; and that, as he 
ſays himſelf, is more than ever he expeRted ; which is this : 
Kings are the ſupreme Miniſters upon Earth, of Chriſt's Regal 
Office ; and therefore when by their Converſion to Chriſtianity, 
Civil States are wnited into one Society with the Church;Fit is fic 
that all perſons ſhould ſubmit to their Authority, and acknow- 
ledge them as their Sowereigns, and only common Monarchs. 
If He deſires to ſee this farther iluſftrated, let him conſult the 
Excellent Dr. Scort's Chriſtian Life, P. II. Ch. VII. Sect. IX 
and he will find it done to his hand ; there he will find alfo 
the Original of their Power in Eccleſiaſtical Aﬀeairs, and the Ob- 
ligation of Subjes to ſubmit to it, ſettled upon their true 

rounds ; not upon Commutation of Benefits, nor arbitrary Con- 
rrats, againſt which He may diſpute as long as he pleaſes; 
for my part, I will never conradi# him. 
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Fd : R " . 4 
4 * ButSitnota ſtrange Poſition of the Vindicator, That the Ma- 
giſtrate muſt be rather a loſer than a gainer by his conver/iom tO 


Chriſtianity ? This He poſitively affercs Se&t. LIX. and ſays he 
hath proved it, becauſe the Magiſtrate in his Converſion comes to 
the Biſhop's terms, not the Biſhop to his. Comes to the' Biſhops terms? 
what are thoſe 2 Why theſe we have an account of before, 
wiz. to be admitted into the Church as a private perſon, and as 
a Subjeft to Spiritual Authority. Se&t. L.VII. to obey Church-Laws 
made by the conſent of the Eccleſiaſticks, to ſubmit to the Biſhop 
as Head of the Church and ſupreme unappealable Fudge in Spiritual. 
Sea. LVIIL. and therefore to abide bis Sentence, which in ſome 
caſes particularly that of Hereſie, may proceed to Excommunica- 
tion, Set. LIV. Dr. Hicks would once have told him, that Kings 
11000 mages is a Fanatical and Popiſh Principle ; 

briſtianity deſtroys not any Rights of Sovercizns, but 
confirms them. Now we know that it is the _ of our King to 
be Supreme Governour 1n theſe his Realms, &c. over a! Per/ons, 
and in all Cauſes as well Eccleſiaſtical as Civil, And where the 


fee CEccleſ. Polity, King thus hath Supreme Power, there, to uſe Mr. Hooker's own 


Jo 


words, No foreign State or Potentate, 20 State or Potentate Dome- ; 
ſtical, whether it conſiiFeth of one or many, can poſſibly have in the 


{ame affairs, and cauſes Authority higher than the King. And there- 


fore the Oath'of Supremacy ſerves not only to exclude all foreign 
powers, or.tO acknowledge the King's Authority over Spiritual Per- 


Doftrine of ſons in Temporals only (which is all the Vindicator will allow, 


the Church, 
ec. Sea. 
XVIII. &c. 


Pag.1r. 


contrary to the expreſs words of the Oath) but to acknowledge 
his Supreme Authority alſo over Spiritual Perſons, and that too in 
Spiritual matters. Not that the King hath any power purely Spi- 
ritual, ſuch as is the Miniitry either of the Word or Sacraments ;; 
or that this Spiritual power is derived from the King ; but that the 
Exerciſe of it 15 ſubje& to the King's condutt and direfion. So, as 
we have already heard, A.B. Land ftates it. And therefore the 


' Civil Magiſtrate can be no Loſer by his Conwer/i-m to Chriſtiani- 


ty. Well, but is He any gainer by his Converſion ? Let us hear 


Eccl. Pol. 3.3. What Mr. Heoker faith : * A time there was when Kings were 


© 20t capable of any ſuch power, viz. the Supremacy in Eccleſia5ti- 
&« cal cau/es, as namely, when they profeſs'd themſelves open 
Enemies unto Chrift and Chriftianity. A time there follow'd 
when they being capable, took ſometimes more, ſometimes 
Icf>, to themſelves, as ſcemed belt in their own Eyes. Here 

is 
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is a manifeſt difference put betwixt the Power of Chriftian 
Princes and Heathen Perſecutors. But nothing can be clearer than 
that of Biſhop Andrews, in his Sermon of calling Aſſemblies, 
* If the ſucceſlion of Magiſtrates (Chriftian Magiſtrates he 
* means) be interrupted ; in ſuch caſe of Neceſſity, the Church 
* of her ſelf maketh ſupply ; becauſe then God's Order cea- 
* ſeth. But God granting a Conſtantine to . them again, 
« God's former Peſi::2ve Order returneth, and the courſe 15 to 
& proceed and go on, as before. When the Magifrate and 
& his Authority was at any time wanting to the Church, for- 
© ccd ſhe was to deal with her own Afﬀairs, within her /elf ; 
© for then was the Church wholly divided from Princes, and 
« they from ic. But, when this Wa! of partition is pull'd 
* down, ſhall Moſes have no more to do than Pharaob, or Con- 
* ſ/tantine than Nero? Congregations were ſo call'd under them : 
« muſt they be /o ſtill under theſe roo ? TI might tranſcribe 
much more out of that Incomparable Diſcourſe to the ſame 
urpoſe, and which would at the ſame time ſufficiently re- 
Five an Objefion the Vindicator is perpetually inculcating, and 
that 15, 


Obj. 4 The prafice -of the Primitive Church {To which: 
nothing more need be faid, than that the Prafice of the Pri- 
mitive Church, as to this Point of the outward Church-Govern- 
ment, is not to be made a perpetual and univerſal Rule of the 
Church-Gevernment in a State, which is under the Juriſdiction 
of a Chriſtian and Orthodox Prince. For that Pratice was ac- 
commodared to the Circumſtances of their Affairs then 3 but, 
where both the People and the Sovereign have received the Chri- 
{tian Religion, the caſe is quite different, and implys not any 
neceſſity that the State ſhould thereby become a Body with two 


Heads. This Anſwer I have from * a great man above cited, "Py 

Br the long | Citations Jntrod.co Hiſt; 
out of Ignatins and Clemens Romans wherewith we are treated c.12. Se. 11, 
as if we ſtood condemn'd by the Judgment of thoſe holy Apoſto- | SeQ.XLVII, 


and this Anſwer I will fand by. As 


lical Men ; I deſire the Vmdicator to inform us, whether the 
Biſhop, to whom Ignatins requires ſo ſtrict an Adherence, and the 
Presbyters, whoſe Eje#ion from their Mizi/*ry, Clemens fo much 


complains of, were deprived by their naturs! Prince that had 


ſupreme Power over all Perſons, and in all cauſes ? Till we are 
aſlured 
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aſſured of that, we cannot but think the Quotations impertinent, 
and, at preſent, more proper for hx own Uſe, than ours. 


Obj. 5. It « not agreeable to the Mind of God that the Civil 
Magiſtrate ſhould be truſted with this Power of Deprivmg Riſhops. 
But how knows he the Mind of God in this matter ? By Re- 


8 x4, <A Lelation ? that is the only way of knowing God's mind in things 


of his Arbitrary diſpoſal, ſuch as this is : No, not by Rewelaticy, 
for He produces not one Text of Scripture for it, but by Reaſon- 
ings of his own. But, alas! the YVidicator hath, in this one 
Work, given us abundant demonſtration that God Almighty and 
He do not always thmk at one and the ſame rate. But what 


Se. LXVII. are his Reaſons? Why, the ſumm of them all amounts to thus 


ak & 
of /< Junk 


much, that the Civil Magiſtrate is by no means a compefent fudge 
of the Church's Intereſt, and it is not likely that God ſhould 
entruſt a Power, the abuſe whereof would be ſo pernicious, in 
hands ſo likely to abuſe ic. But this Argument will hold againſt 
any Power they are poſſeſs'd of Tas of making Peace or War, 
and the like. If Princes are apt to abuſe the Power committed 
to them, God expects the contrary from them, and hath made 
it their Duty to do otherwiſe; and if they do not underſtand 
the Intereſts of the Church, it is their own fault. The Church's 
Intereſts are not ſuch myſterious things beyond thoſe of the Stare 


* but that the ſame Capacity of Mind may ſerve for one as well 


as the other; nay, I dare boldly affirm, that that Prince is not 
duly qualify'd for the Government of the Stare, who doth not 
chroughly underſtand the Iterefts of the Church. For all Prin- 
ces ought ſo to manage the Aﬀairs of Stare as may mcſt con- 
duce to the Intereſts of the Church; which how any Prince 
ſhould do who is not a comperent Fudge of the Church's Intereſt 5. 
I am yet to ſeek. I am loth to retort the Objection, becauſe it is 
an i-natured one ; but yet Princes ought to have Fuſtice done 
them : And thus much even Malice it ſelf muſt ſay in their be- 
half, That whoſoever looks into the Hifory of the Church, he 
will find many Illuſtrious Examples of Piery and Virewe among 
Crowned as well as Mitred Heads ; and howſoever Princes Courts 
are commonly but ill Schools of Morality, yet the greateſt mi/- 
chiefs that have befal'en the Church, never f—_ from thence z 
but moſt of the Abuſes and Corruprions under which Rel/gion hath 
groand, were begun and carryd on by Ecchſiiſticks, and that 
too 


(17) 
too in dire oppoſition many times to the Civil Power, Wit- 


neſs moſt of the gro and abeminable Errors of the Church of 
Rome. 


Obj. 6. The preſent Deprivation uw not juſtifiable, even by our 
own Secular Laws ; becauſe the Supremacy u« by all our Laws weſted 
not in the Parliament, but the King, I am no Lawyer; but it will 
be Reply good enough for this Obje#iom, I hope, to ſay, that 
the King with his Parliament, mult needs have as much power, 
as without his Parliament. Well ; but the King cannot conſound 
the [everal Courts and Furildiftions to which Cauſes are appropriated 
by the Laws themſelves. To this I may anſwer, That an A# of 
Parliament may ſet aſide the uſual Formalities of proceding in Law, 
as being ſuperior to the Conſtitutions of particular Courts, Burt, 
to be ſhort; I will ask the YVmdicater this one Queſtion, Is this 
Law by which the Biſbops are deprived, inconſiſtent with our for- 
mer Laws, or not? If it be not, then the Deprivption is un- 
doubtedly juſtifiable by Law. It it be inconſiſtent ;Tthen, as he 
very well knows, one ordinary Rule of judging concerning the 
prattice of inconſiſtent Laws, is, That later Laws, even of the ſame 
Legiſlative Power, take place of elder Laws, as being ſo far wvirtu- 
ally Reveals of them, as their Prattice proves inconſiſtent. This An- 
ſwer He will not except againſt I hope, for it is his own. 
Sect. LXVIII. 

And thus have we conſider'd every thing that looks like an 
Objection, fo far as I know, which the Vindicator hath offer'd 
againl(t the Validity of the late Deprivation ; let us now ſee how 
he hath fer aſide that which hath been offer'd for ic. The 
Author of the Defence of the Church of England infiſted upon 
two things eſpecially ; whereof the firſt was, That thoſe bo 
deny this power of D:frivation to the Ciruvil Maziſtrate, do themſelves 
allow him aroth:y as dangerom to the Church. This he made ap- 
pcar in two In/ances, viz, The keeping Epiſcopal $.c5 wacant, and, 
The Depriving Presbyters of their Cures, The latter of theſe the 
Vindicator hath not thought fit to ſay any thing to : But as to 
the former He rephes, That the Church allows this Pow:r to the 
Prince 1n conſideration of the Temporals he ainexeth to Px 
ſhopricks 3 and that to keep a See wecant, 15 no Att of Authority 
upon a Biſhop, but only on a Cznd:date for the Oftice, But yer, 
I fay, ic is an 44 of /ntherity upon the Chearch, and may prove 
altoge- 
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altogether” as' pernicious to it as the Power of Deprivation, it a 


' Prince {o pleaſe. Nor is it enough to ſay that the Church may 


reſume her right of collating whenſoever She judges it conwerzent 
ſo to do; for ſo it may be ſaid, that She may reſerve the Rigbr 
of Deprivation to her ſelf when She ſces convenient, And far- 
ther, if to- fill up vacant Sees be a Right of the Church, She re- 
cedes from her Right when She allows Princes to keep them wa- 
cant ; and therefore there is as proper a C-ſſion of Right on the 
Church's part in this caſe, as in that of Lay-deprivation. But 
how, I pray, muſt Churches /#b//# during the Vacancies? Why, 
the Pre:byteries may perform what is requiſite for their own time : 
But, becauſe the Power of Ordination is not gives them, without 
which a Succeflion cannot be ſecured, the Church is obliged to 
take care that the ſupplying the Sees with new Biſhops, be not de- 
ferr'd ſo long till the whole Epiſcopal Order be extinguiſh'd. The 
Presbyteries perform what is requiſite: Is then the Nature of the 
Spiritual Monarchy ſuch, as to ſubſiſt in —_ ? Andcana 
Presbytery be the Center of Union, the Head of a Church, and Prin- 
ciple of its Unity ? It ſeems it may, or elſe a Church may /ub- 
fit without an Head, and maintain its Unity when the Principle 
of Unity is loſt. Biſhops, alas ! are neceſſary for nothing but to 
ſecure the Succeſſion of Presbyters. And therefore let our Church 
maintain but three or four itinerant Biſhops merely for Ordination, 
( as for Confirmation, Presbyters may do that), and She will want 
nothing really needful. An acceptable Doctrine, upon my word, 
to all ſuch as gape after Biſhop's Lands 3 but yet ſuch as no one 
will :hank him for, that hath any regard for the Epiſcopal Order. 
And I have ſo geod an Opinion of the Vindicator, that F be- 
lieve he will ſcarce :bank himſelf for it upon ſecond thoughts. 
Another thing the Author of the Defence inſiſted on, was that, 
which can well eſcape no body that treats of this Argument, 
the Caſe of Solomon and Abiathar, to which the Vindicator ex- 
cepts firſt, That this Fa# is barely related in Scripture, not 
ccr:ſured : and therefore no ference can be drawn from it. But 
to this I anſwer, That the Fa#s of Perſons, who bear a good 
Charatter in Scripture, are to be look'd upon as well done, where 
we have no Information to the contrary ; and, unleſs there be 
ſomething yery peculiar in their Circumſtances, are generally 
Precedents, Thus our Saviour himſelf juſtif'd his Diſciples in 
plucking the Ears of Corn on the Sabbath-day, from David and 
tus en eating hallow'd bread, Matt. 12. 4. His 
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His next Exception is drawn from the Sacrednefs of the Prief's 


Office. And what would he infer from that? Why that Solo- 
mon could not deprive him. And yet the Scripture faith he did. 


But Solomon's Att was only of Force, and the Deprivation fell in of Se&.XXxvii, | 


conſequence. Then if So/omon had no Right of Deprivation;Fhe 
ought to have forborn that Force which he could not offer with- 
out Deprivation, Well! but Solomon had a particular Reaſon for 
what he did, and that was to fulfill what God had before 
threaten'd againſt the Family of Eli. For the words of the 
Text are, So Solomon thruſt out Abiathar from being Prieſt unto the 
Lord ; that he might fulfill the word of the Lord, which he ſpake 
concerning the bouſe of Elt in Shilob, 1 King. 2. 27. En tibi gitar 
Prophet as Milites qui partiti ſunt inter ſe weftimenta Chriſti , was 
Chamier's Reply to Bellarmine,who would have eluded the force 
of this Text in the very ſame manner. No ; but Solomon knew 
of this Prophecy and did direftly deſign the Accompliſhment of it. But 
what warrant had He to turn a mere Prophecy into a Rule of Pra- 
ctice ? Why, God himſelf had declared bis pleaſure that Abiathar 
and the Houſe of _Ithamar too, ſhould be deprived of the Prieſt hood, 
and deprived at that wery time; as Solomon might learn by Rea- 
ſoning thus : They were to be deprived, that Solomon knew ; admit 
that. And they were to be deprived then, or not at all, How ſo? 
Why Abiathar was in the fourth Generation from Eli, and it was 4 
ſtanding Rule, that ſuch Puniſhments of the Children for the Parents 
were not «{wally deferr'd beyond the fourth Generation. Were not uſw- 
ally deferr'd4 beyond the fourch Generation : But if God was 
pleaſed to defer Els puniſhment to the fifth Generation 3 what 
had Solomon to do to haſten it before it's time? But to let that 
paſs. How ſhould Solomon know even ſo much as this, viz. 
that ſuch Puniſhments were not uſually deferr'd beyond the fourth 
Generation * Why from the words of the ſecond Commandment, 
and from ſuch Examples as the Treachery of Gyges, and the Con- 
Piracy of Fehu being both puniſh'd in the fourth Generation. 
Let us firſt conſider the Examples ; and the Vindicator doth 
not, I hope, ſuppoſe that either of theſe in particular could 
poſlibly be of uſe to Solomon, no, but ſome other like them. 
Bur unleſs Solomon was happier in his Choice than the Vindicator 
in hs , he could not from Examples have ever learn'd any 
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thing to the purpoſe, Cre/us was the fourth from Gyges, w_ 
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but muſt he therefore ſuffer for no ſm but that of Gyges 7: had 
he not ſins of his own to ſuffer for? And as for Fehu being 
puniſh'd in the fourth Generation for his Conſpiracy againſt the 
houſe of Ahab ; this is ſo groſs a Miſtake, that the continuance 
the Crown ſo long in his Family was even the Reward of his 
Conſpiracy, And the Lord ſaid unto Jehu, Becauſe thou haſt done 
well in executing that which ws right in mine eyes, and haſt done 
unto the houſe of Ahab according to all that was in mine heart, 
thy Children of the fourth Generation ſhall ſit on the throne of Iſrael, 
2 King.10.30. But by the way, is it not an wnaccountable under- 
taking in the Vindicator to go about to juſtifie Solomon's depoſi- 
tim of Abiathar by an eld Prophecy concerning the Houſe of El; 
deliver'd almoſt one hundred years before Solomen was born ; 
and in the very ſame Paragraph condemn TFebu for conſpiring 2+ 
gainlſt the houſe of Ahab, tho he acted therein according to a 
Prophecy deliver'd to himſelf,and had God's immediate command 
for what he did ? But we need not wonder at this ; if we do 
but conſider how he argues from the ſecond Commandment, The 
words are theſe, I the Lord thy God am a jealous God, wiſiting the 
iniquity of the Fathers, upon the Childrcy unto the third aad fourth 
Generation of them that hate me. Hence the Vindicator argues,and 
ſuppoſes Solomon. to have done fo too, that the puniſhment of Fa+ 
thers muſt begin at the fourth Generation of their Children, 
when the words fay expreſly that it ſhall e:4 there, and that 
God will viſit no farther. But let any one judge whether ſuch 
reaſoning would have become the wi/e/ſ# of Men. Whilſt Men 
reaſon at this rate, it is no wonder that they and the Church 
ſhould not be both of a mind. 


But he ſays farther, that in this caſe of Solomon and Abiathar 
there was not ſo much as an Example, (fo far was it from be- 
ing a Precedent,) of a Deprivation of an High Prieſt properly fo 
call'd. For Abiathar was not ſuch, but Zadok; and this he in- 
ferrs from hence, viz. That when they are mention'd together 
Zadok's name. is always placed firſt, But he ought to have con- 


. ſider d that the Holy Pen-men never made this their Rule always 


to mention the moſt worthy firſt ; as appears in the oder of 
Facob's Sons, 2 Chron. 2. 1, 2. and Zerviah's in the ſame Chap- 
ter v. 16, compared with 2 Sam. 2. 18. Many other Inſtances 
of 
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of this kind I could give him, if there were occa/ion fo to do. 
But theſe I hope are enough to let him ſee what a ſlender 
Ground the bare order of Names is to build a conjetture upon in 
oppoſition to the received opinion of all mankind for ſo many 
Ages ; and which, in all common conſtruction of Words, is 
countenanced by our Saviour himſelf, where he ſaith that 
David went into the houſe of God in the days of Abiathar the High 
Prieſt, Mark 2. 26. whereas had not Abiathar been the High 
Prieſt properly ſo: call'd but Zadok , it had been but proper ſpea- 
king to have ſaid the days of Zadok the High Prieſt , not the 
days of Abjathar. I confeſs the Abiarhar mention'd in the Go- 
ſpel was not the Abiathar about whom we contend, but his 
Father 3 however if the Father was High Prieſt, there remains 
no diſpute whether the Son was ſo too. I do fo far agree 
with the Vindicator that there were 1wo High Prieſts together 
in thoſe times ; but I cannot agree with him as to their Order. 
Two there were, whereof oze attended the Ark at Feruſalem, 
t:1e higheſt Fun&t;jon, and that was Abiathar the ſupreme High 
Prieſt ; the other attended on the Tabernacle at Gibeon, an in- 
ferior office, and :h1t was Zadok the {ccond High Prieſt. And 
this Acccurt is conliltent with Toſephzs, and makes Joſephus 
conſi? n+ with himſelf; for He reckons Zadok among the ia 
TeozTess of hin:as's Family, and yet at the fame time ac- 
knowledges him to have been H'gh Prieſt in the Reign of 


' David, This the Vmdicater will necds have to be a Contradi- 


ion ; but o/ephus was never ſo inconſiderate a Writer neither, 
as co c:11/1 241k himſelf within the compaſs of three Lines. By 
Huw ceyrss therefore we mult not underſtand, as the Vindi- 
cator doth, private perſons in. an ab/olute, but -in a comparative 
ſenſe, :.e. in compariſon of their own Progenitors who former- 
ly, and of hamar's Family which afterwarids had the Poſſeſſion 
of the High-Prieſt hood 3 and accordingly Ruffinus renders id\w- 
Teioarns by qui Saccrdotio ſunt privati, meaning the High Prieſt- 
hood properly fo call'd, not by qui privatam witam egerunt, as if 
none of them had all that time born any publick office. As for 
what he obje&s farther, that there could be no deprivation of the 
Family of Phineas, becauſe of the Covenant that was made with 
him of an Everlafting Prie:thood, and therefore Abiathar could 
not be the High-Priezf 3; may he not as well ſay, The ſcepter was 
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not to depart from Fudah, therefore Sau! never was King ? He 
knows many things may be faid in anſwer to this ; and be- 
ſides if there be any difficulty in it, he is as much obliged to 
ſokve it as any body elſe ; for he can tell the time when the 
Fews were without a Prieſthood, without an Ephod, and with- 
out a Teraphim; nay, he knows the time when Iwaſions of the 
Prieſt hood had paſſed into Preſcriptions of that force, as to make 
Poſſeſſion the beſt title any one could pretend to it. And ought 
not this to be reconciled with the Covenant of an everlaſting 
Prieſthood as well as the Interruption of it for three or four Suc- 
ceſſions only 2 What Cauſe may not that man hope to carry, for 
whom the ſame Argument ſhall ſoon prove any thing, ſoon nc- 
thing, even as He himſelf ſees good ? 


But laſtly, He ſays there is no Reafening from the Rights of 
the Fewiſh Princes to the Rights of Chriſtian Princes now. Why ; 
then the world hath been under a groſs miſtake till now ; for 
hicherto they have ſo reafon'd. It appears by our Canons and 
Articles that we have had rwo whole Conwecations at leaſt that 
have rea/on'd at this rate, and ſo have all the /carned men, whoſe 
Works I have met with, either before or ſince. But what is the 
Canſe why we may not fo reaſcn ? One Cauſe is, that then the 
Prince had a better pretence, as Head. of the Theocracy, to command 
in .ffatrs concerning God, than any Prince living can have now, 
when no State pretends to be Theocratical, This one Miſtake 
runs through the YVidicator's whole Book, wiz. that the Fewiſh 
State was Theocratical in the time of Solomon 3 whereas the Theo- 
cracy had then utterly ceaſed, as, the late Learned Dean of E! 
hath proved. But ſuppoſing it had then continued ; This is {0 
far from a Reaſon for the Fewiſh Kings to pretend to more pow+ 
er than others ; that they ought rather to have pretended not to 


| fo much. For fo long as God took upon himſelf the -fice of a 


Political Prince, which is the very notion of a Theocracy, they 
could not pretend to ſo much as the ſupreme Magiſtracy. But 
He faith the Fewiſh Princes had a better pretence to command in 
affairs concerning God than any Prince can have now. Was it 
anV thing more than a Pretence? if it was not » then Princes 
now have as much right to command in ſuch affairs as they had 
then; that is, even none at all. If it was ſomething _ 
tnan 
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than a Pretence; then the Fewiſh Princes had-really wore Autho- 
rity than Princes have now ; then our Princes have not the [ame ; 
bur © Whoſoever ſhall affirm that the King's Majeſty hath not 
* the /ame Authority in Cauſes Ecclefraſtical that = Godly Kings 
* had among the Fes, let him be Excommunicated, &Cc. Ca- 
or IT. 

The other Reaſcns offer'd by the Vindicator againſt the gene- 
ral way of arguing from the Fewiſh State to the == de- 
ſerve lf conſideration than this ; and therefore I ſhall leave 
them to ſome Body elſe that hath leſs to do. 

And thus have I conſider'd the Defence of the Vindication ſo far 
as it reſpes the Defence of the Church. I ſhall only deſire the 
Vindicator irapartially to refle& upon his own Work, and to ſee 
whether upon ſecond thoughts he dare ſtand to the Poſitions laid 
down in it, particularly theſe, That the Sacerdotal Unfion # prea- 
ter and holier than the Regal : That It xs the Original from ons 
the Regal i derived. $. XL. That Biſhops are properly Prieſts : That 
the Euchariſt s« @_ proper Sacrifice. $. XLVIIIT. Time was when 
had he been charged with the maintenance of theſe Dottrines, he 
would have anſwer'd with the Indignation of Hazael, Is thy ſer- 
want a dog, &Cc. 2 King. 8. 13. But I fee that no body knows, 
before-hand, what Extravagancies either in Opinion or Prattice, a 
violent Þclmation for a Party may drive them to. Methinks I 
behold the Church of Rome ſitting - with this Fork of the Vau- 
dicator's in her hand, and -as ſhe reads it, exul:ing for Joy, and 
promiſing to her ſelf a Proſe/yze more glorious than the Crowr'd- 
Head ſhe makes ſuch mighty boaſts of: He hath indeed made 
ſuch advances towards her as render neither her bopes, ror our 
Fears of him, altogether unreaſonable. A few ſteps more, and 
he is perfeRly reconciled. But I hope he will defeat her Expet#a-- 
tions, and fop in time. For my own part I ſincerely profeſs 
my ſelf fo far from being prevaild upon by any thing, this 
great man hath ſaid in defence of his Vindication 3 that I have a 
worſe opinion of it than I had before ; and I wonder He him- 
ſelf doth not ſuſpe& it, when it is not to be defended by a Per- 
ſon of his prodigiows Learning and Abilities, without his raking for 
Arguments in that Sink of Errors, the Church of Rome. There - 
can be no greater ſign of a bad Cauſe, than when it appears - 
worſe and worſe in the Adanagement ; and /o doth this : . For = 
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Vindication did not want this Defence ſo much , as this De- 


fence wants another. 
And therefore I conclude that neither is the Cau{ it ſelf to 
be Vindicated, nor the Vindication of it defenſible. 4 
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